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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This document reports the results of a survey of agencies and their consultants involved 
in policy, planning, management and regulation of the Brisbane – Cairns freight 
corridor, as part of the project Evaluation of Freight Corridor Mode Performance. This 
activity continues on from the leading activities in the project, which were reported in 
the documents Evaluation of Freight Corridor Mode Performance: A Literature Review 
(Bunker, 2001a) and Evaluation of Freight Corridor Mode Performance: Brisbane – 
Cairns Freight Movement Analysis (Bunker, 2001b). 
 
The objective of the survey was to gain an understanding of how the current freight 
modes were perceived by agency representatives for the freight corridor between 
Brisbane and Cairns. This understanding will inform the analysis of corridor freight 
movement performance, in terms of performance indicators. 
 
The survey was distributed to 115 individuals and 16 responses were returned yielding 
an overall response rate of 14%. Response rates by sector were: local government 
(16%), DMR (17%), QT (15%), QR (0%), port authorities (14%) and consultants (0%). 
Significance of responses varied with approximately 21% of responses fully completed, 
57% partially completed, and 21% minimally completed.  Due to the limited number of 
responses the results of analysis are not statistically significant. 
 
Respondents had a variety of roles and functions. Although the response rate was 
limited, the spatial coverage was broad across all sectors responding. 
 
Overall, respondents were concerned with bulk freight and non-bulk non-containerised 
freight moreso than containerised freight. From Bunker (2001b), it was evident that bulk 
freight was more constrained to particular modes, while containerised freight and non-
bulk non-containerised freight had greater competition between modes.  
 
Local government respondents were primarily interested in road, followed by rail. The 
DMR respondents were only interested in road while Queensland Transport and port 
authority respondents were interested in all modes. Overall, road was the primary 
interest; however interest in all of the modes was evident. 
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Local government respondents primarily considered planning legislation, planning 
instruments and standards, while the respondents from other sectors considered 
transport legislation. 
 
From the responses received, it was possible to identify the performance indicators 
considered important. These have been listed in order of importance in the table below. 
 
Rated Importance of Performance Indicators 
Rated Importance of Indicator (Maximum 10) 
Indicator 
Average Range 
Access infrastructure 
capital cost 
6.9 2-10 
Access infrastructure 
maintenance cost 
6.9 2-10 
Freight charge to customer 6.5 2-10 
Accident Cost 6.5 1-10 
Vehicle Productivity 6.2 2-8 
Transit time 5.7 1-10 
Energy or Fuel Use 5.3 1-8 
Noise levels 5 2-8 
Greenhouse gas emissions 4.6 1-8 
Freight cost to operator 4.5 1-8 
Punctuality 4.3 1-8 
Other emissions 3.9 1-8 
Note: All responses were rated on a 1-10 scale with 10 being the highest rating. 
 
Overall, the respondants perceived infrastructure cost indicators to be the most 
important (infrastructure capital cost, infrastructure maintenance cost, accident cost – 
average 6.8), followed by customer performance indicators (freight charge to customer, 
transit time, punctuality – average 5.5) and vehicle productivity indicators (vehicle 
productivity, energy/fuel use, freight cost to operator – average 5.3). Environmental 
indicators were perceived to be of lesser importance (noise levels, greenhouse gas 
emissions, other emissions – average 4.5). 
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Responses showed that very few performance indicators were currently being measured 
by the respondents. Local government respondents tended to measure infrastructure cost 
indicators, customer service indicators, and freight cost to operator. DMR and QT 
respondents tended to measure environmental and infrastructure cost indicators, while 
the port authority respondent tended to measure only customer performance indicators 
(punctuality and transit time).   
 
The survey responses gave an indication of the perceived current performance of each 
transport mode in relation to the performance indicators.  The table below summarises 
for each indicator the average ratings of perceived importance.  Overall, the responses 
showed road freight performance was average, rail freight was above average, sea 
freight was very good and air freight was poor to average. 
 
Summary of Modal Performance by Indicator (Maximum 10) 
Indicator Road Rail Sea Air 
Productivity Indicators 
Energy or Fuel 
Use 
2.5 5.3 8.5 2 
Vehicle 
Productivity 
4.3 5.3 9 5 
Freight cost to 
operator 
4.5 4.3 8.5 3.5 
Customer Performance Indicators 
Punctuality 4 3.7 6 9 
Transit time 5.5 5 5 9.5 
Freight charge to 
customer 
4.7 4.3 9 1.5 
Environmental Indicators 
Greenhouse gas 
emissions 
2.8 5.7 9 5.5 
Other emissions 4 4.5 8 4 
Noise levels 3.8 4 9.5 4 
Infrastructure Cost Indicators 
Accident Cost 3.8 5.5 8.5 6 
Access 
infrastructure 
capital cost 
4.3 4 9 5 
Access 
infrastructure 
maintenance cost 
4 4 8.5 6 
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The results showed that sea freight was perceived to perform well for all indicators 
except punctuality and transit time, which recorded average performance. Air freight 
was perceived to have low to average performance across most indicators, the 
exceptions being very high performance for the time related customer performance 
indicators. Rail freight was perceived to have average performance across all indicators 
except punctuality, which was below average. Road freight was perceived to have 
below average to average performance for all indicators, with greenhouse gas emissions 
being particularly poor 
 
Respondents were asked to nominate further indicators they considered important.  
Those suggested were:  payload (tonne/truck), rural travel speed, and vehicle 
performance, which are vehicle productivity measures; road closure due to flooding, 
road use and compliance enforcement, which both relate to access infrastructure 
maintenance cost.  These suggestions were rated as highly important by those who 
suggested them.   
 
Respondents were asked to add further comments in relation to freight movements 
along the Brisbane to Cairns corridor. One topic raised was the need for extensive 
community consultation both in the location of freight corridors and the operation of 
freight on them, particularly in relation to future planning. It was also identified that 
some local governments would be interested in identifying potential impacts from 
freight movements, such as noise. These impacts would then be used to ensure adequate 
buffering between development and the noise source. Both of these issues relate to 
performance guidelines/standards for amenity impacts of freight movements. 
 
The response rate to this survey was limited. It would be useful to obtain a more 
extensive representation of decision makers across all sectors, particularly the private 
sector.  A freight customers’ survey for this corridor would provide a useful insight into 
that sector’s impact on the mode selection and use process.  Outcomes of both surveys 
may be used to inform further development of the model of the freight transport corridor 
mode selection system first identified in Bunker (2001a).  Implementation of similar 
surveys on other key Australian freight corridors would provide further insight into 
freight mode selection and use trends and variations. 
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It would be useful to undertake a program of measuring selected performance indicators 
for selected groups of commodities, and origins and destinations on the corridor, to 
monitor actual modal performance. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Background 
 
This document reports the results of a survey of agencies and their consultants involved 
in policy, planning, management and regulation of the Brisbane – Cairns freight 
corridor, as part of the project Evaluation of Freight Corridor Mode Performance. The 
project hypothesis was that the transport planning and freight transport decision making 
processes could be better informed by developing a model that represents in detail the 
process of mode selection for corridor freight movements, using key performance 
indicators. The overall aim was to develop a framework for such a model and to include 
a freight corridor in Queensland as a case study. The freight corridor chosen was the 
Brisbane to Cairns corridor. 
 
This activity continues on from the leading activities in the project, which were reported 
in the documents Evaluation of Freight Corridor Mode Performance: A Literature 
Review (Bunker, 2001) and Evaluation of Freight Corridor Mode Performance: 
Brisbane – Cairns Freight Movement Analysis (Bunker, 2001).  
 
1.2 Scope  
 
This report provides a description and analysis of a survey completed by agency 
representatives, whose areas of authority includes the Brisbane – Cairns freight corridor. 
This includes officials from local governments, the Department of Main Roads (DMR), 
Queensland Transport (QT), Queensland Rail (QR), port authorities and private 
consultants. 
 
This report describes the development of the survey, data required of the survey and 
how the respondents were targeted. The report then describes the results obtained from 
the respondents and details some qualitative analysis performed on the responses. 
Information that may inform a detailed methodology to analyse corridor freight 
movement performance, in terms of efficiency and level of service indicators, is 
provided. Performance indicators in particular are examined and reviewed against the 
set identified in the earlier literature review. 
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2. SURVEY DETAILS 
 
2.1 Objective 
 
The objective of this survey was to gain an understanding of how the current freight 
modes were perceived by agency representatives for the freight corridor between 
Brisbane and Cairns. This understanding will inform the analysis of corridor freight 
movement performance, in terms of performance indicators. 
 
2.2 Survey Design 
 
Specifically, the survey was developed to determine: 
 
• The most important performance indicators as perceived by agency representatives; 
• Whether indicators being assessed are currently measured; 
• How well each freight mode is perceived to perform with respect to each indicator 
for each specific freight task; and 
• The main freight customers relying on the corridor. 
 
The survey was divided into three distinct sections, labeled Tables A, B and C (refer to 
Appendix A for survey questionnaire). In Table A, respondents were asked to complete 
personal details such as name, position, department, and contact details. This was 
followed by a series of questions related to their roles including function type, function 
description, geographic area covered, section of Brisbane to Cairns corridor covered, 
freight task types, transport modes and legislation or laws enforced within their job 
function. 
 
In Table B, a list of performance indicators that had been identified in earlier research 
(Bunker 2001a) was defined for respondents to rate their importance on a scale from 1-
10. The responses for each indicator were then examined to determine which indicators 
were important overall and which indicators were important to particular sectors. 
Respondents were also asked to indicate whether they measured each indicator within 
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their role, and to indicate and rate any performance indicators they perceived as 
important that had not been included in the survey.  
 
The next item in Table B asked respondents to assess how they perceived each freight 
mode was currently performing in relation to each of the performance indicators, by 
rating the modes on a scale from 1-10. These ratings were used to compare modes and 
to assess which modes were perceived by each sector as being effective in relation to 
the performance indicators. 
 
In Table C of the survey, respondents were asked to identify the major freight customers 
relying on the part of the corridor under their responsibility. For each freight customer, 
the respondents were requested to identify the major freight commodity types being 
transported, their origins and destinations, line haul mode used, and service provider if 
known. The purposes of this table were to gain an understanding of the major 
customers, details of their tasks and line haul modes used, for a future customers’ 
survey.  
 
An opportunity was provided for respondents to provide any other comments on their 
consideration of freight mode performance in their decision making function. 
 
2.3 Survey Respondent Selection 
 
The study area identified was the Brisbane – Cairns corridor. In order to fully evaluate 
this corridor, it was necessary to identify all parties that have responsibility over any 
part of the corridor. For each party to be included in the survey, an attempt was made to 
identify the individual whose role included decision making in relation to freight 
transport planning, management or service delivery. 
 
Individuals targeted from local governments included principal planners, engineers, or 
for small shires, chief executive officers. A breadth of individuals from DMR and QT 
was targeted, covering a range of responsibilities in relation to freight movement. 
 
The survey was intended to cover all freight modes on the Brisbane to Cairns corridor, 
including road, rail, sea, and air freight. The survey targeted officers of QR and the port 
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authorities, as these providers play a key role in planning and management as well as 
service delivery. 
 
Consultants to government, who have been involved in transport planning and economic 
development projects along the corridor, were also targeted. 
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3. SURVEY RESPONSE DETAILS 
 
The overall response rate was approximately 14%. Of these, there were varying levels 
of response, from basic comments to fully completed surveys. Table 3.1 details the 
survey response rate by organisational sector, Table 3.2 expands this information by 
significance of response, while Table 3.3 summarises respondent roles with organisation 
affiliation. 
 
Table 3.1 Response Rate by Sector 
Sector No. Targeted No. Responses Response Rate 
(%) 
Local Government 56 9 16.1 
Main Roads 18 3 16.7 
Queensland Transport 20 3 15.0 
Queensland Rail 3 0 0 
Port Authorities 7 1 14.3 
Consultants 11 0 0 
Overall 115 16 13.9 
 
 
Table 3.2 Response Significance by Sector 
Response Significance 
Sector 
Complete Partial Minimal Nil 
Local Government 2 5 2 47 
Main Roads 0 2 1 15 
Queensland Transport 0 2 1 17 
Queensland Rail 0 0 0 3 
Port Authorities 1 0 0 6 
Consultants 0 0 0 11 
Overall 3 
(3%) 
9 
(8%) 
4 
(3%) 
99 
(86%) 
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The public sector response rates were consistently around 15% while the private sector 
(QR and consultants) did not respond at all. 
 
There were very few complete responses and a limited number of partial and minimal 
responses. 
 
Table 3.3 Roles of Respondents by Sector 
Sector Organisation Respondent Role 
Caloundra City Council n/a 
Thuringowa City Council Director Infrastructure Services 
Johnstone Shire Council Manager Technical Services 
Whitsunday Shire Council Technical Officer 
Bowen Shire Council Director of Engineering Services 
Tiaro Shire Council Shire Engineer 
Cairns City Council Manager Strategic Planning 
Caboolture Shire Council Manager Planning & Strategy 
Local Government 
Caboolture Shire Council Manager Transport Planning 
Roads Planning, Investment and 
Policy 
Director 
Main Roads 
Asset Management and Programs Principal Engineer 
Road Use, Policy and Compliance Business Coordinator Queensland 
Transport Regional Transport Planning Director 
Port Authorities Mackay Port Authority CEO 
 
Respondents were asked to indicate the function type that their role entailed, from 
policy, planning, asset management, vehicle regulation and other. These are detailed in 
Table 3.4. 
 
The majority of respondents were involved in freight policy and planning with some in 
asset management.  
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Table 3.4 Respondent Function by Sector 
Function  
Sector Policy Planning Asset Mgt. Vehicle 
Regulation 
Other 
Local 
Government 
4 5 2 0 1 
Main Roads 1 2 0 0 0 
Queensland 
Transport 
1 1 0 0 0 
Port 
Authorities 
0 1 1 0 1 
Overall 6 9 3 0 2 
Note: Respondents may have indicated more than one response. 
 
Respondents were asked to provide specific details of their activities, as detailed in 
Table 3.5. It is apparent that the respondent sample is inclusive of a range of activities 
that mostly relate to policy and planning.  
 
Table 3.5 Respondent Activities by Sector 
Sector Activity 
Local Government civil construction management, policy, planning, maintenance 
and rehabilitation of local roads, local government, land use, 
infrastructure, economic development, development and 
environmental policy, infrastructure planning management 
Main Roads strategic planning & program preparation 
Queensland Transport integrated transport planning, coordinate the implementation of 
agreed national road transport reform 
Port Authorities planning, development and efficient operation of the port  and 
airport 
 
The survey requested that respondents indicate the geographic area covered by their 
role. These are summarised by sector in Table 3.6. (See Appendix D for map of 
respondent location.) 
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Table 3.6 Geographic Area Covered 
Sector Geographic Area Covered 
Local Government Caboolture; Tiaro; Whitsunday; Thuringowa; Bowen; 
Johnstone; Cairns 
Main Roads All Queensland 
Queensland Transport All Queensland 
Port Authorities Mackay Region Extending to central Queensland coal mines 
and grain production areas in hinterland, north to Proserpine and 
south to Koumala. Potential coverage to south of Marlborough. 
 
Table 3.7 lists the sections of the Brisbane to Cairns corridor covered. 
 
Table 3.7 Section of Brisbane - Cairns Corridor Covered 
Sector Section of Brisbane – Cairns Corridor Covered 
Local Government El-Arich to Garradunga; Townsville to 60km North; O'Connel 
River to Greta Creek; Greta Creek to Kanaka Creek; Tiaro 
Shire; Mirriwinni to Ellis Beach; Pine Rivers Shire to Caloundra 
city; Narangba to Beerburrum 
Main Roads Any state controlled roads 
Queensland Transport All; Anything north of Nambour 
Port Authorities South of Marlborough to Bowen 
 
Although the response rate was limited, the spatial coverage was broad across all sectors 
responding. 
 
The survey was originally sent to all those identified who had some responsibility, 
mainly related to planning, policy, management and regulation, over all or part of the 
Brisbane – Cairns freight corridor. It was intended that this coverage would yield a 
complete picture of the important performance indicators of the corridor for all freight 
movements, both locally and for the whole corridor. 
 
The responses were representative of the entire corridor, however were not sufficient to 
allow detailed statistical analysis. As such, this analysis was performed on a more 
specific basis with respect to the responses that were received.  
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4. FREIGHT CATEGORIES CONSIDERED 
 
The survey specified three freight categories under consideration by the respondent: 
Bulk (B), Non-bulk non-containerised (NBNC) and Non-bulk containerised (NBC). The 
categories considered by respondents in each sector are provided in Table 4.1. 
 
Table 4.1 Freight Category Overseen by Respondent by Sector 
Freight Category 
Sector Bulk Non-bulk non-
containerised 
Non-bulk 
containerised 
Local 
Government 
2 1 1 
Main Roads 1 1 0 
Queensland 
Transport 
1 1 1 
Port Authorities 1 1 0 
Overall 5 4 2 
Note: Respondents may have indicated more than one response. 
 
Overall, respondents were concerned with bulk freight and non-bulk non-containerised 
freight moreso than containerised freight. From Bunker (2001), it was evident that bulk 
freight was more constrained to particular modes, while containerised freight and non-
bulk non-containerised freight had greater competition between modes. Hence, the 
survey would not be expected to provide a substantial insight into upstream decision 
making affecting modal competitiveness in the container market. 
 
Table 4.2 lists the transport modes considered by each respondent, by organizational 
sector. Local government respondents were primarily interested in road, followed by 
rail. The DMR respondents were only interested in road, while Queensland Transport 
and port authority respondents were interested in all modes. Overall, road was the 
primary interest; however interest in all of the modes was evident. 
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Table 4.2 Transport Modes Considered by Respondent by Sector 
Transport Mode 
Sector 
Road Rail Sea Air 
Local Government 7 3 1 1 
Main Roads 2 0 0 0 
Queensland 
Transport 
2 1 1 1 
Port Authorities 1 1 1 1 
Overall 12 5 3 3 
Note: Respondents may have indicated more than one response. 
 
Respondents were asked to indicate any legislation or laws in use within their area of 
authority in relation to the Brisbane to Cairns corridor and the freight movements on it, 
which are given in Table 4.3. 
 
Table 4.3 Legislation/Laws Enforced by Sector 
Sector Legislation/Laws Enforced 
Local Government Local Government Act; Australian Standards; Main Roads 
Standards; Council Standards & Policies; Workplace Health & 
Safety Act; Town Plan  
Main Roads Transport Infrastructure (Roads) Act 
Queensland Transport Transport Operation (Road Use Management & Safety) 
Port Authorities Transport Infrastructure Act 
 
Local government respondents primarily considered planning legislation and 
instruments, and standards, while the respondents from other sectors considered 
transport legislation. 
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5. ANALYSIS OF PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
 
This section describes the results of analysis of the performance indicators from the 
survey.  It is important to note that the response rate was limited and as such the results 
of analysis are not statistically significant. 
 
5.1 Defined Performance Indicators 
 
A list of performance indicators that had been identified in earlier research was defined 
on the survey for ranking by the respondents. 
 
Table 5.1a details the responses in relation to the importance of productivity indicators, 
across all sectors. Approximately half of the 16 survey respondents responded to the 
productivity indicators. A substantial range in perceived importance of the three 
productivity indicators was evident (1-8). Energy/fuel use and freight cost to operator 
were seen as being of average importance (4.5-5.3), while vehicle productivity was seen 
as being marginally more important (6.2). 
 
Table 5.1a Importance of Productivity Indicators across all Sectors 
Rated Importance of Indicator 
(Maximum 10) 
Indicator Responses No. Measuring 
Indicator 
Average Range 
Energy or Fuel 
Use 
7 1 5.3 1-8 
Vehicle 
Productivity 
5 0 6.2 2-8 
Freight cost to 
operator 
6 2 4.5 1-8 
 
Only one respondent measured energy/fuel use, while two measured freight cost to 
operator.  Although vehicle productivity was perceived to be more important, it was not 
measured by any of the respondents. 
 
The ratings of respondents by each individual sector are tabulated in Appendix B.  
Examination of this data revealed that local government respondents perceived vehicle 
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productivity to be more important (rating 7) while the respondent from DMR perceived 
energy/fuel use to be most important, but still of less than average importance (rating 4). 
The Queensland Transport respondent perceived energy/fuel use to be important (rating 
8) but did not rate either of the other indicators. The port respondent perceived 
fuel/energy use as being of average importance (rating 5) and vehicle productivity and 
freight cost to operator as very important (8).   
 
Table 5.1b details the responses in relation to modal performance for productivity 
indicators, across all sectors. Across all productivity indicators, sea was perceived to 
perform very well (rating 8.5-9), rail average (4.3-5.3), and road less than average (2.5-
4.5). Air was perceived to have an average performance in relation to vehicle 
productivity (5) and less than average performance across the other two indicators (2-
3.5). 
 
Table 5.1b Modal Performance for Productivity Indicators across all Sectors 
Rated Performance of Mode 
(Maximum 10) 
Indicator Mode Responses 
Average Range 
Road 4 2.5 1-4 
Rail 4 5.3 1-7 
Sea 2 8.5 7-10 
Energy or Fuel 
Use 
Air 2 2 2 
Road 4 4.3 1-7 
Rail 4 5.3 1-7 
Sea 2 9 8-10 
Vehicle 
Productivity 
Air 2 5 2-8 
Road 4 4.5 2-7 
Rail 4 4.3 1-7 
Sea 2 8.5 7-10 
Freight cost to 
operator 
Air 2 3.5 3-4 
Note: All responses were rated on a 1-10 scale with 10 being the highest rating. 
 
With the local government sector respondents there was a slight trend towards road’s 
performance whereas with the one port respondent there was a trend against road’s 
performance. 
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Table 5.2a details the responses in relation to the importance of customer performance 
indicators. Again, approximately half of the 16 survey respondents responded to these 
indicators. The perceived importance of the indicators varied significantly. Overall, 
punctuality was perceived as being of less than average importance (4.3), transit time as 
being of average importance (5.7), and freight charge to customer as being marginally 
above average importance (6.5). 
 
Between one third and one half of those observing the customer performance indicators 
measured them. 
 
Table 5.2a Importance of Customer Performance Indicators across all Sectors 
Rated Importance of Indicator 
(Maximum 10) 
Indicator Responses No. Measuring 
Indicator 
Average Range 
Punctuality 6 2 4.3 1-8 
Transit time 7 3 5.7 1-10 
Freight charge 
to customer 
6 2 6.5 2-10 
  
A closer examination of the data showed the local government respondents perceived 
freight charge to customer as having moderately high importance (rating 7) whereas the 
other two indicators were perceived as below average importance (4.2-4.4). The 
respondent from DMR indicated transit time had paramount importance (10) whereas 
punctuality was perceived to be of below average importance (4) and freight charge to 
customer not important at all (2). The port authority respondent perceived transit time 
and freight charge to customer as having very high importance (9) but offering no 
response for punctuality. 
 
Table 5.2b details the responses in relation to modal performance for customer 
performance indicators, across all sectors.  Overall, air was perceived to perform very 
well in relation to punctuality and transit time (9-9.5) but poorly for freight charge to 
customer (1.5). Sea was perceived to perform above average for all customer 
performance indicators (5-9); rail and road were overall average (3.7-5.5), with road 
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slightly above average for transit time (5.5) and rail slightly below average for 
punctuality (3.7). 
 
Table 5.2b Modal Performance for Customer Performance Indicators across all 
Sectors 
Rated Performance of Mode 
(Maximum 10) 
Indicator Mode Responses 
Average Range 
Road 4 4 1-7 
Rail 3 3.7 2-6 
Sea 2 6 3-9 
Punctuality 
Air 2 9 8-10 
Road 4 5.5 1-7 
Rail 3 5 3-7 
Sea 2 5 2-8 
Transit time 
Air 2 9.5 9-10 
Road 3 4.7 2-7 
Rail 3 4.3 2-7 
Sea 2 9 8-10 
Freight charge 
to customer 
Air 2 1.5 1-2 
 
Table 5.3a lists the responses in relation to the importance of environmental indicators. 
These indicators had a slightly higher response rate than the previous ones, with slightly 
more than half the 16 survey respondents observing them. Overall, the responses 
indicated that greenhouse gas emissions and other emissions were perceived to be of 
less than average importance (3.9-4.6) while noise levels were perceived to be of 
average importance (5).  Two respondents measured each of the indicators. 
 
Local government responses had a moderate range with the highest individual rating for 
any indicator being a 7. Overall, all three indicators were perceived to have below 
average importance (3.5-4.6). The DMR respondent perceived greenhouse and other gas 
emissions to be below average importance (4) while noise levels were perceived to be of 
above average importance (6). The QT respondent rated all three indicators highly (8) 
whereas the port authority respondent perceived greenhouse gas emissions to be of 
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average importance (5), while other emissions and noise levels were perceived to be of 
low importance (1-3). 
 
Table 5.3a Importance of Environmental Indicators across all Sectors 
Rated Importance of Indicator 
(Maximum 10) 
Indicator Responses No. Measuring 
Indicator 
Average Range 
Greenhouse gas 
emissions 
8 2 4.6 1-8 
Other emissions 7 2 3.9 1-8 
Noise levels 8 2 5 2-8 
 
Table 5.3b details the responses in relation to modal performance for environmental 
indicators, across all sectors.  Overall, sea was perceived to perform very well in 
relation to all three environmental performance indicators (8-9.5). Air and rail were 
perceived to be slightly above average performance for greenhouse gas emissions (5.5-
5.7) but below average for the remaining two indicators (4-4.5). Road was perceived to 
have below average performance for all indicators (2.8-4). 
 
Table 5.3b Modal Performance for Environmental Indicators across all Sectors 
Rated Performance of Mode 
(Maximum 10) 
Indicator Mode Responses 
Average Range 
Road 4 2.8 1-6 
Rail 3 5.7 2-8 
Sea 2 9 8-10 
Greenhouse gas 
emissions 
Air 2 5.5 4-7 
Road 2 4 2-6 
Rail 2 4.5 2-7 
Sea 1 8 8 
Other emissions 
Air 1 4 4 
Road 4 3.8 2-8 
Rail 3 4 2-5 
Sea 2 9.5 9-10 
Noise levels 
Air 2 4 3-5 
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The port authority respondent tended to give higher ratings (5-10) for all modes except 
road (2-3) whereas local government respondents tended to give low ratings (1-7) for all 
modes except sea (8-9). DMR and Queensland Transport respondents did not rate the 
transport modes for these indicators. 
 
Table 5.4a details the responses in relation to the importance of the infrastructure cost 
indicators. The infrastructure cost indicators had the highest response rate with over half 
of the 16 survey respondents observing them. Responses covered the full range of the 
scale and indicated that all three indicators were perceived to have above average 
importance (6.5-6.9). 
 
Table 5.4a Importance of Infrastructure Cost Indicators across all Sectors 
Rated Importance of Indicator 
(Maximum 10) 
Indicator Responses No. Measuring 
Indicator 
Average Range 
Accident Cost 8 3 6.5 1-10 
Access 
infrastructure 
capital cost 
9 5 6.9 2-10 
Access 
infrastructure 
maintenance 
cost 
9 5 6.9 2-10 
 
The infrastructure cost indicators also had the highest rate of measurement with three 
respondents measuring accident cost and five respondents measuring access 
infrastructure capital cost and measuring access infrastructure maintenance cost. 
 
Examination of the sector specific data indicated that the local government respondents 
perceived all three indicators to have above average importance (5.5-5.8). The DMR 
and QT respondents perceived all infrastructure cost indicators to have very high 
importance (9-10) while the port authority respondent perceived accident costs were of 
average importance (5) and access infrastructure costs were of high importance (9). 
 
Table 5.4b details the responses in relation to modal performance for infrastructure cost 
indicators, across all sectors.  For all infrastructure costs indicators, sea was perceived to 
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perform very well (8.5-9) and air was perceived to perform above average (5-6). Rail 
was perceived to have average performance for accident costs (5.5) but below average 
performance for the remaining two indicators (4). Road was perceived to have below 
average performance for all indicators (3.8-4.3). 
 
Table 5.4b Modal Performance for Infrastructure Cost Indicators across all 
Sectors 
Rated Performance of Mode Indicator Mode Responses 
Average Range 
Road 4 3.8 1-7 
Rail 4 5.5 2-7 
Sea 2 8.5 8-9 
Accident cost 
Air 2 6 2-10 
Road 4 4.3 2-9 
Rail 4 4 2-9 
Sea 2 9 8-10 
Access 
infrastructure 
capital cost 
Air 2 5 2-8 
Road 4 4 1-9 
Rail 4 4 2-9 
Sea 2 8.5 8-9 
Access 
infrastructure 
maintenance 
cost 
Air 2 6 2-10 
 
The port authority respondent rated both sea and air performance very highly (8-10) 
while local government respondents perceived that while sea was performing very well 
(8), air was performing very poorly (2). Both sectors indicated road and rail were 
performing below average to average for all indicators (1-5). The DMR and Queensland 
Transport respondents did not complete the mode performance segment for the 
infrastructure costs indicators. 
 
5.2 Nominated Additional Performance Indicators 
 
Very few survey respondents nominated additional performance indicators that were 
either currently in use or perceived to be important. The nominated indicators are listed 
in Table 5.5. 
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Table 5.5 Nominated Additional Performance Indicators by Sector 
Sector Indicator 
Local Government n/a 
Main Roads load weight (t/truck); road closure due to flooding; rural travel 
speed; average payload per loaded heavy vehicle. 
Queensland Transport road use; compliance enforcement; vehicle performance;  
Port Authorities n/a 
 
These suggestions were all rated as highly important by those who suggested them (3 
respondents). The indicators nominated by DMR and QT respondents are related to 
vehicle productivity and access infrastructure costs, with an orientation to road. In order 
to further evaluate these suggestions, it would be necessary to conduct further surveys to 
achieve a broader opinion of the importance the indicators.  
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6. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FROM SURVEY 
 
6.1 Freight Customers, Freight Providers and Commodities Transported 
 
In Table C of the survey, respondents were asked to identify the major freight customers 
relying on the part of the corridor under their responsibility. For each freight customer, 
the respondents were requested to identify the major freight commodity types being 
transported, their origins and destinations, line haul mode used and service provider if 
known. 
 
Responses were limited and consisted of two respondents from local government and 
one respondent from the port authority. The local government respondents covered road 
and rail transport modes while the port authority respondent covered road, rail and sea 
modes. 
 
Commodities listed by local government respondents included construction materials, 
mining resources and horticultural products. The port authority respondent listed many 
bulk commodities including sugar, grains, petroleum, fertilisers and fresh food. These 
commodities were included in the freight data examined earlier in the study, as 
discussed in Bunker (2001b). 
 
Full details of responses to Table C in the survey can be seen in Appendix C. 
 
6.2 Further Comments 
 
The survey made provision for respondents to enter comments on either the survey itself 
or to add further information in relation to freight movements on the Brisbane to Cairns 
corridor. Some of the comments are presented below, which could be taken into 
consideration in further research and practice. 
 
One topic raised was the need for extensive community consultation, both in the 
location of freight corridors and the operation of freight on them, particularly in relation 
to future planning. It was noted that the freight corridor’s costs and delays need to be 
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considered in the context of evaluating what is the most strategically sustainable 
corridor. 
 
A second issue identified was that some local governments would be interested in 
identifying potential impacts from freight movements, such as noise. These impacts 
would then be used to ensure adequate buffering between development and the noise 
source. 
 
Both of these issues relate to performance guidelines/standards in relation to amenity 
impacts of freight movements. 
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7. CONCLUSIONS 
 
This document reports the results of a survey of agencies and their consultants involved 
in policy, planning, management and regulation of the Brisbane – Cairns freight 
corridor, as part of the project Evaluation of Freight Corridor Mode Performance. The 
objective of the survey was to gain an understanding of how the current freight modes 
were perceived by agency representatives for the freight corridor between Brisbane and 
Cairns.  
 
The survey targeted officers from local governments, the Departments of Main Roads 
and Transport, Queensland Rail, the port authorities and consultants to government. 
 
The survey was distributed to 115 individuals and 16 responses were returned yielding 
an overall response rate of 14%. Response rates by sector were: local government 
(16%), DMR (17%), QT (15%), QR (0%), port authorities (14%) and consultants (0%). 
Significance of responses also varied with approximately 21% of responses fully 
completed, 57% partially completed, and 21% minimally completed.  Due to the limited 
number of responses the results of analysis are not statistically significant. 
 
Respondents had a variety of roles and functions. Although the response rate was 
limited, the spatial coverage was broad across all sectors responding. 
 
Overall, respondents were concerned with bulk freight and non-bulk non-containerised 
freight moreso than containerised freight. From Bunker (2001b), it was evident that bulk 
freight was more constrained to particular modes, while containerised freight and non-
bulk non-containerised freight had greater competition between modes.  
 
Local government respondents were primarily interested in road, followed by rail. The 
DMR respondents were only interested in road while Queensland Transport and port 
authority respondents were interested in all modes. Overall, road was the primary 
interest; however interest in all of the modes was evident. 
 
 22 
Local government respondents primarily considered planning legislation, planning 
instruments and standards, while the respondents from other sectors considered 
transport legislation. 
 
From the responses received, it was possible to identify the performance indicators 
considered important. These have been listed in order of importance in Table 7.1. 
 
Table 7.1 Rated Importance of Performance Indicators 
Rated Importance of Indicator (Maximum 10) 
Indicator 
Average Range 
Access infrastructure 
capital cost 
6.9 2-10 
Access infrastructure 
maintenance cost 
6.9 2-10 
Freight charge to customer 6.5 2-10 
Accident Cost 6.5 1-10 
Vehicle Productivity 6.2 2-8 
Transit time 5.7 1-10 
Energy or Fuel Use 5.3 1-8 
Noise levels 5 2-8 
Greenhouse gas emissions 4.6 1-8 
Freight cost to operator 4.5 1-8 
Punctuality 4.3 1-8 
Other emissions 3.9 1-8 
Note: All responses were rated on a 1-10 scale with 10 being the highest rating. 
 
Overall, the respondents perceived infrastructure cost indicators to be the most 
important (infrastructure capital cost, infrastructure maintenance cost, accident cost – 
average 6.8), followed by customer performance indicators (freight charge to customer, 
transit time, punctuality – average 5.5) and vehicle productivity indicators (vehicle 
productivity, energy/fuel use, freight cost to operator – average 5.3). Environmental 
indicators were perceived to be of lesser importance (noise levels, greenhouse gas 
emissions, other emissions – average 4.5). 
 
Responses showed that very few performance indicators were currently being measured 
by the respondents. Local government respondents tended to measure infrastructure cost 
 23 
indicators, customer service indicators, and freight cost to operator. DMR and QT 
respondents tended to measure environmental and infrastructure cost indicators, while 
the port authority respondent tended to measure only customer performance indicators 
(punctuality and transit time).   
 
The survey responses gave an indication of the perceived current performance of each 
transport mode in relation to the performance indicators. Overall, the responses showed 
road freight performance was average, rail freight was above average, sea freight was 
very good and air freight was poor to average. Table 7.2 summarises for each indicator 
the average of perceived performance of each mode. 
 
Table 7.2 Summary of Modal Performance by Indicator (Maximum 10) 
Indicator Road Rail Sea Air 
Productivity Indicators 
Energy or Fuel 
Use 
2.5 5.3 8.5 2 
Vehicle 
Productivity 
4.3 5.3 9 5 
Freight cost to 
operator 
4.5 4.3 8.5 3.5 
Customer Performance Indicators 
Punctuality 4 3.7 6 9 
Transit time 5.5 5 5 9.5 
Freight charge to 
customer 
4.7 4.3 9 1.5 
Environmental Indicators 
Greenhouse gas 
emissions 
2.8 5.7 9 5.5 
Other emissions 4 4.5 8 4 
Noise levels 3.8 4 9.5 4 
Infrastructure Cost Indicators 
Accident Cost 3.8 5.5 8.5 6 
Access 
infrastructure 
capital cost 
4.3 4 9 5 
Access 
infrastructure 
maintenance cost 
4 4 8.5 6 
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The results showed that sea freight was perceived to perform well for all indicators 
except punctuality and transit time, which recorded average performance. Air freight 
was perceived to have low to average performance across most indicators, the 
exceptions being very high performance for the time related customer performance 
indicators. Rail freight was perceived to have average performance across all indicators 
except punctuality, which was below average. Road freight was perceived to have 
below average to average performance for all indicators, with greenhouse gas emissions 
being particularly poor. 
 
Respondents were asked to nominate further indicators they considered important.  
Those suggested were:  payload (tonne/truck), rural travel speed, and vehicle 
performance, which are vehicle productivity measures; road closure due to flooding, 
road use and compliance enforcement, which both relate to access infrastructure 
maintenance cost.  These suggestions were rated as highly important by those who 
suggested them. 
 
Respondents were asked to add further comments in relation to freight movements 
along the Brisbane to Cairns corridor. One topic raised was the need for extensive 
community consultation both in the location of freight corridors and the operation of 
freight on them, particularly in relation to future planning. It was also identified that 
some local governments would be interested in identifying potential impacts from 
freight movements, such as noise. These impacts would then be used to ensure adequate 
buffering between development and the noise source. Both of these issues relate to 
performance guidelines/standards for amenity impacts of freight movements. 
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8. FURTHER RESEARCH 
 
The response rate to this survey was limited. It would be useful to obtain a more 
extensive representation of decision makers across all sectors, particularly the private 
sector.  
 
A freight customers’ survey for this corridor would provide a useful insight into that 
sector’s impact on the mode selection and use process. 
 
Outcomes of both surveys may be used to inform further development of the model of 
the freight transport corridor mode selection system first identified in Bunker (2001a). 
 
It would be useful to undertake a program of measuring selected performance indicators 
for selected groups of commodities, and origins and destinations on the corridor, to 
monitor actual modal performance. 
 
Implementation of similar surveys on other key Australian freight corridors would 
provide further insight into freight mode selection and use trends and variations. 
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APPENDIX A 
 
Survey Questionnaire
  
Department of Main Roads/Queensland Transport Chair in Transport Efficiency at QUT 
 
Project A - Corridor Freight Movement Performance 
 
Brisbane - Cairns Freight Corridor: Decision Makers' Questionnaire 
 
Main Project Objectives: 
 
1. To identify current and future freight data needs, potential data sources and existing gaps; 
2. To put forward a detailed methodology to analyse corridor freight movement performance, in terms of efficiency and level of service indicators; 
3. To develop an analytical tool to evaluate community costs and benefits of options for the movement of specific freight movements. 
 
The purpose of this survey is to help to achieve Objective 2 by gaining an understanding of how the current freight modes are perceived by decision makers, 
for the freight corridor between Brisbane and Cairns.   
 
The survey will address the following questions: 
 
 What are the most important performance indicators as perceived by respondents; 
 Whether indicators are measured when assessing each indicator; 
 How well does each freight mode perform with respect to each indicator for specific freight tasks; and 
 Who are the main freight customers relying on the corridor. 
 
The survey findings will be used to develop a methodology for freight movement performance analysis.  A similar questionnaire is to be circulated to freight 
customers using the corridor.  A report will be produced, which deals with the results of both surveys. 
 
We would appreciate your valuable input by completing and returning the questionnaire. 
 
Please return completed form(s) by fax or email to: 
 
Dr Jon Bunker 
QUT Civil Engineering 
Tel. 07 3864 5086 Fax 07 3864 1515 
Email   j.bunker@qut.edu.au Web site:  http://www.civil.bee.qut.edu.au/research/transport/transporthome.htm
  
Brisbane - Cairns Freight Corridor: Decision Makers' Questionnaire Continued 
 
Table A Decision Making Function Details 
Respondent name:  
Respondent position:    
Respondent agency/department name:  
Contact Details: Tel: Fax: Email: 
Function type (circle): Policy Planning Asset Mgt Veh. Regulation Other 
Function description:   
Geographic area covered:   
Section of Brisbane - Cairns corridor covered:  
Freight task type(s) being considered (circle): Bulk Non-bulk non-containerised Non-bulk containerised 
Transport mode(s) considered (circle):  Road Rail Sea Air 
Legislation/laws enforced (if any):  
 
 
PTO to page 3 to complete performance indicator table for this decision making function.
  
Brisbane - Cairns Freight Corridor: Decision Makers' Questionnaire Continued 
 
Table B Ranking of (i) Freight Corridor Modal Performance Indicators and (ii) Corridor Freight Modes 
Rank modal performance against each indicator 
for the Brisbane - Cairns corridor 
Freight Corridor Modal Performance 
Indicator 
Do you 
measure this 
indicator 
(yes/no)? 
Rank perceived 
importance of 
indicator 
(1 - 10)* 
Road  
(1 - 10)* 
Rail 
(1 - 10)* 
Sea 
(1 - 10)* 
Air 
(1 - 10)* 
Energy or Fuel use (J/ntk or L/ntk)       
Vehicle productivity (ntk/veh.km.year)       
Freight cost to operator (c/ntk)       
Punctuality (min late)       
Transit time (h)       
Freight charge to customer (c/ntk)       
Greenhouse gas emissions (g/ntk)       
Other emissions (g/ntk)       
Noise levels       
Accident cost (c/ntk)       
Access infrastructure capital cost (c/ntk)       
Access infrastructure maintenance cost (c/ntk)       
Other:       
Other:       
Other:       
* Note:  When ranking on the 1 - 10 scale, use 1 as the lowest and 10 as the highest. 
 
 
PTO to page 4 to identify the main freight customers of whom you are aware use the corridor and to provide any other comments that may 
benefit the survey.
  
 
Brisbane - Cairns Freight Corridor: Decision Makers' Questionnaire Continued 
 
Table C Identification of the Main Corridor Freight Customers 
Customer details Freight task details (if known) Freight corridor service details 
(if known) 
Name (e.g. 
Woolworths) 
Contact details (if known) Commodity 
type 
Origin Destination Line haul 
mode used 
Freight service 
provider (e.g. 
Linfox) 
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
 
Any other comments on your consideration of freight mode performance for your decision making function: 
                   
                   
                   
                    
WE THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THIS IMPORTANT SURVEY. 
  
 
APPENDIX B 
 
Performance Indicator Responses by Sector 
  
Table B1.a Responses by Local Government Respondents to Performance 
Indicator Importance 
Rated Importance of Indicator Indicator Responses No. Measuring 
Average Range 
Energy or Fuel 
Use 
4 0 5 1-8 
Vehicle 
Productivity 
3 0 7 6-8 
Freight cost to 
operator 
4 2 4.3 1-7 
Punctuality 5 1 4.4 1-8 
Transit time 5 1 4.2 1-9 
Freight charge to 
customer 
4 2 7 4-10 
Greenhouse gas 
emissions 
5 0 4 1-6 
Other emissions 4 0 3.5 1-5 
Noise levels 5 0 4.6 2.7 
Accident Cost 5 1 5.8 1-10 
Access 
infrastructure 
capital cost 
6 3 5.5 2-9 
Access 
infrastructure 
maintenance cost 
6 3 5.8 2-9 
 
Table B1.b Responses by Local Government Respondents to Indicator Modal 
Performance 
Rated Performance of Mode Indicator Mode Responses 
Average Range 
Road 3 2.3 1-4 
Rail 3 4.7 1-7 
Sea 1 7  
Energy or Fuel 
Use 
Air 1 2  
Road 3 5.3 2-7 
Rail 3 4.7 1-7 
Sea 1 8  
Vehicle 
Productivity 
Air 1 2  
Road 3 4.7 2-7 
Rail 3 3.3 1-5 
Sea 1 7  
Freight cost to 
operator 
Air 1 4  
Punctuality Road 3 3 1-6 
  
Rail 2 2.5 2-3 
Sea 1 3  
Air 1 8  
Road 3 5 1-7 
Rail 2 5 3-7 
Sea 1 2  
Transit time 
Air 1 9  
Road 3 4.5 2-7 
Rail 2 3 2-4 
Sea 1 8  
Freight charge to 
customer 
Air 1 2  
Road 3 3 1-6 
Rail 2 4.5 2-7 
Sea 1 8  
Greenhouse gas 
emissions 
Air 1 4  
Road 2 4 2-6 
Rail 2 4.5 2-7 
Sea 1 8  
Other emissions 
Air 1 4  
Road 3 4 2-8 
Rail 2 3.5 2-5 
Sea 1 9  
Noise levels 
Air 1 3  
Road 3 3.7 1-7 
Rail 3 5 2-7 
Sea 1 8  
Accident cost 
Air 1 2  
Road 3 5 2-9 
Rail 3 4.7 2-9 
Sea 1 8  
Access 
infrastructure 
capital cost 
Air 1 2  
Road 3 5 2-9 
Rail 3 4.7 2-9 
Sea 1 8  
Access 
infrastructure 
maintenance cost 
Air 1 2  
 
 
 
  
Table B2.a Responses by DMR Respondents to Performance Indicator 
Importance 
Rated Importance of Indicator Indicator Responses No. Measuring 
Average Range 
Energy or Fuel 
Use 
1 0 4  
Vehicle 
Productivity 
1 0 2  
Freight cost to 
operator 
1 0 2  
Punctuality 1 0 4  
Transit time 1 1 10  
Freight charge to 
customer 
1 0 2  
Greenhouse gas 
emissions 
1 1 4  
Other emissions 1 1 4  
Noise levels 1 1 6  
Accident Cost 1 1 8  
Access 
infrastructure 
capital cost 
1 1 10  
Access 
infrastructure 
maintenance cost 
1 1 8  
 
Table B2.b Responses by DMR Respondents to Indicator Modal Performance 
Rated Performance of Mode Indicator Mode Responses 
Average Range 
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Energy or Fuel 
Use 
Air 0   
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Vehicle 
Productivity 
Air 0   
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Freight cost to 
operator 
Air 0   
Road 0   Punctuality 
Rail 0   
  
Sea 0   
Air 0   
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Transit time 
Air 0   
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Freight charge to 
customer 
Air 0   
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Greenhouse gas 
emissions 
Air 0   
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Other emissions 
Air 0   
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Noise levels 
Air 0   
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Accident cost 
Air 0   
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Access 
infrastructure 
capital cost 
Air 0   
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Access 
infrastructure 
maintenance cost 
Air 0   
 
 
 
 
  
Table B3.a Responses by QT Respondents to Performance Indicator 
Importance 
Rated Importance of Indicator Indicator Responses No. Measuring 
Average Range 
Energy or Fuel 
Use 
1 1 8  
Vehicle 
Productivity 
0 0   
Freight cost to 
operator 
0 0   
Punctuality 0 0   
Transit time 0 0   
Freight charge to 
customer 
0 0   
Greenhouse gas 
emissions 
1 1 8  
Other emissions 1 1 8  
Noise levels 1 1 8  
Accident Cost 1 1 10  
Access 
infrastructure 
capital cost 
1 1 10  
Access 
infrastructure 
maintenance cost 
1 1 10  
 
Table B3.b Responses by QT Respondents to Indicator Modal Performance 
Rated Performance of Mode Indicator Mode Responses 
Average Range 
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Energy or Fuel 
Use 
Air 0   
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Vehicle 
Productivity 
Air 0   
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Freight cost to 
operator 
Air 0   
Road 0   Punctuality 
Rail 0   
  
Sea 0   
Air 0   
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Transit time 
Air 0   
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Freight charge to 
customer 
Air 0   
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Greenhouse gas 
emissions 
Air 0   
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Other emissions 
Air 0   
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Noise levels 
Air 0   
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Accident cost 
Air 0   
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Access 
infrastructure 
capital cost 
Air 0   
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Access 
infrastructure 
maintenance cost 
Air 0   
 
 
 
 
  
Table B4.a Responses by Port Authority Respondents to Performance Indicator 
Importance 
Rated Importance of Indicator Indicator Responses No. Measuring 
Average Range 
Energy or Fuel 
Use 
1 0 5  
Vehicle 
Productivity 
1 0 8  
Freight cost to 
operator 
1 0 8  
Punctuality 0 1   
Transit time 1 1 9  
Freight charge to 
customer 
1 0 9  
Greenhouse gas 
emissions 
1 0 5  
Other emissions 1 0 1  
Noise levels 1 0 3  
Accident Cost 1 0 5  
Access 
infrastructure 
capital cost 
1 0 9  
Access 
infrastructure 
maintenance cost 
1 0 9  
 
Table B4.b Responses by Port Authority Respondents to Indicator Modal 
Performance 
Rated Performance of Mode Indicator Mode Responses 
Average Range 
Road 1 3  
Rail 1 7  
Sea 1 10  
Energy or Fuel 
Use 
Air 1 2  
Road 1 1  
Rail 1 7  
Sea 1 10  
Vehicle 
Productivity 
Air 1 3  
Road 1 4  
Rail 1 7  
Sea 1 10  
Freight cost to 
operator 
Air 1 3  
Punctuality Road 1 7  
  
Rail 1 6  
Sea 1 9  
Air 1 10  
Road 1 7  
Rail 1 5  
Sea 1 8  
Transit time 
Air 1 10  
Road 1 5  
Rail 1 7  
Sea 1 10  
Freight charge to 
customer 
Air 1 1  
Road 1 2  
Rail 1 8  
Sea 1 10  
Greenhouse gas 
emissions 
Air 1 7  
Road 0   
Rail 0   
Sea 0   
Other emissions 
Air 0   
Road 1 3  
Rail 1 5  
Sea 1 10  
Noise levels 
Air 1 5  
Road 1 4  
Rail 1 7  
Sea 1 9  
Accident cost 
Air 1 10  
Road 1 2  
Rail 1 2  
Sea 1 10  
Access 
infrastructure 
capital cost 
Air 1 8  
Road 1 1  
Rail 1 2  
Sea 1 9  
Access 
infrastructure 
maintenance cost 
Air 1 10  
 
 
 
  
 
APPENDIX C 
 
Table C Responses by Sector 
Freight Customers, Freight Providers and Commodities Transported 
  
Table C1. Freight Customers, Freight Providers and Commodities Transported by Sector 
 
 
 
Name Contact Details Commodity Type Origin Destination Line Haul Mode Used Freight Service Provider
WSC Boral - Mackay Bitumen Mackay Proserpine/Airlie Road Boral
WSC Rocla - Mackay Pipes/Culverts Mackay Proserpine/Airlie Road Rocla
WSC Hughes - Cannonvale Machinery Proserpine Cannonvale Road Hughes Earthmovers
Horticultural Industry Horticultural Products Bowen Brisbane Road Various
Abbott Pt Coal Loader (Newlands) Coal Newlands Mine Overseas Rail QR
Raw Sugar Industry Various Bulk raw sugar Pleystowe, Farleigh & Racecourse mills Port of Mackay Road Zarb Transport
Refined Sugar Industry Sugar Australia Bulk refined sugar Racecourse mill Port of Mackay Road Zarb Transport
Raw Sugar Industry Various Bulk raw sugar Prosperpine, Plane Creek and Marian mills Port of Mackay Rail QR
Grain Industry Globex Various grains CQ grain growing areas - Clermont, Capella etc Port of Mackay Rail QR
Major Fuel Companies Various Liquid Petroleum Brisbane Refineries Port of Mackay Sea Teekay Shipping (Aust)
Major Fuel Companies Various Liquid Petroleum Port of Mackay Regional Distribution Road Various
Magnetite Unimin Aust. Bulk mineral concentrate Port of Mackay CQ Coal mines Road Various
Fertiliser Various Bulk Fertilisers Port of Mackay Regional Distribution Road Various
Acid Incitec Bulk liquid Port of Mackay Regional Distribution Rail/Road QR & Various
Scrap Metal Simmsmetal Bulk scrap Regional sources Port of Mackay Road Various
Projected Prill Sulphur Preston resources Bulk prill sulphur Port of Mackay Marlborough Nickel project Rail QR
Regional sources from 
Bowen to Sarina
Sector
Local Government
Port Authority
Seafood, Fruit, 
Vegetables and Flowers Various High value perishables
Main Corridor Freight Customers
Customer Details Freight Task Details Freight Corridor Service Details
Mackay airport Road Various
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Map of Respondent Locations 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure D1. Map of Respondent Locations 
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